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Entering the medical school student 
yesterday delivers greater examinations 
(independent tests) than applicants of 
other universities. And to teach and take 
necessary simultaneously and language 
- and physics to chemistry-biology. That 
is, the brain health of the applicant must 
have special technical characteristics: 
have more memory and not to be sharp¬ 
ened for humanitarian or technical pro¬ 
file. Payment for contract training is 
around 17 thousand USD per year. On 
budgetary training competition above 
on contract - below. Along with a 
scholarship graduate, state employees 
will receive a mandatory distribution on 
the lower prestige specialty: a rural fam¬ 
ily medicine clinic, for example. Instead 


of the desired urology and neurosur¬ 
gery. A lot of words investigated by 
philosophers get their inception for 
conventional or extra-philosophical dia¬ 
lect. Yet the idea of substance is basi¬ 
cally a philosophical term of art. Its em¬ 
ployments in normal dialect tend to de¬ 
rive, often in a twisted way, different 
from its philosophical usage. Despite 
this, the idea of substance differs from 
philosophers, reliant upon the school of 
thought in which it is been expressed. 
There is an ordinary concept in play 
when philosophers discuss “substance”, 
and this is seen in the concept of object, 
or thing when this is contrasted with 
properties, attributes or events. There is 
also a difference in view when in the 
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sense that while the realists would de¬ 
velop a materialistic theory of sub¬ 
stance, the idealist would develop a 
metaphysical theory of substance. The 
problem surrounding substance spans 
through the history of philosophy. The 
queries have often been what is sub¬ 
stance of? And can there be substance 
without its attributes? This paper tends 
to expose the historical problems sur¬ 
rounding substance. This paper criti¬ 
cizes the thinking which presupposes 
that there could be a substance without 
its attributes or substance existing alone. 
This paper adopts complimentary ontol¬ 
ogy principles which state that for any¬ 
thing to exist, it must serve as a missing 
connection to reality. This suggests that 
everything interconnects to each other 
and substance cannot exist in isolation. 

1. Introduction 

In one of its standard detects, the ex¬ 
pression “thing” just means singular 
substance. It may be questioned that 
“thing” implies entity, and that “thing” 
has no customary sense in which it im¬ 
plies singular substance. Truly in one of 
its usage “thing” implies substance. 
However it is additionally clear that 
there is a smaller feeling of “thing”, by 
which it is right to say, for instance, that 
reasonability is not a “thing”, but rather 
a nature of a “thing”. To this it may be 
answered that what this illustration 
shows is that in this sense, “thing” im¬ 
plies solid element, and not singular 
substance. Be that as it may, clearly, 
there is a significantly smaller usage of 
“thing”, as indicated by which it is right 
to say, for case, that a chameleon’s turn¬ 
ing shading, albeit strengthening, is not 
a “thing”, but rather an adjustment in a 
“thing”, and that a surface or gap, albeit 
cementing, is not a thing, but rather a 


point of confinement or nonattendance 
of a thing. There is no conceivable con¬ 
trasting option to the possibility that in 
the last cases “thing” implies singular 
substance. Metaphysics is one of the 
chief works of Aristotle and the primary 
real work of the branch of philosophy 
with similar name. The essential subject 
is “being qua being”, or being seeing 
that it is being. It inspects what can be 
attested about anything that exists in 
light of its presence and not in view of 
any unique qualities it has (Aristotle, 
1956 ). Aristotle called metaphysics 
“First Philosophy” and philosophy of 
substance since it considers the primary 
causes and standards of reality. In Aris¬ 
totle words he claimed that 

It is plain that nature in the primary 
and strict sense is the substance of 
things which have in themselves, as 
such, a source of movement; for the 
matter is called nature because it is 
qualified to receive this, and processes 
of becoming and growing are called na¬ 
ture because they are movements pro¬ 
ceeding from this. And nature in this 
sense is the source of the movement of 
natural objects, being present in them 
somehow, either potentially or actually 
(Aristotle, 1985 ). 

From what has been said, then, met¬ 
aphysics is a branch of philosophy that 
studies the totality of being in its incli¬ 
nation and structure. It is worth noting 
that the historical backdrop of western 
philosophy started with the question: 
what is the primordial substance of 
things down till today; this is still a re¬ 
curring question in metaphysics. 

2. What Is Substance? 

The expression “substance” is irregu¬ 
lar in that, while it is a phrase that phi¬ 
losophy has given to common dialect, 
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normal use today is no manual for its 
conventional essentialness. The word is 
generally utilized now for stuffs like 
gold, things tangible and of value. The 
Greek word which is substantia in Latin 
and substance in English is much more 
extensive in application (Broackes, 
2006 ). Ousia is a verbal thing from the 
verb einai, to be, and a more straight¬ 
forward interpretation would be or 
maybe (all the more conceptually) sub¬ 
stance ( Broackes, 2006 ). Since numer¬ 
ous sorts of thing can be said in various 
approaches to be beings, or to be the 
being of something, the term, obviously, 
is connected generally. Substance can 
be seen as a thing or rather the founda¬ 
tion of a thing. As indicated in the mild 
sense, the substances in a given philo¬ 
sophical framework are those things 
which are the foundational or major el¬ 
ements of reality. In this manner, for an 
atomist, particles are the substances 
( Levy, 2005 ), for they are the funda¬ 
mental things from which everything is 
developed. Omoregbe concur on this 
when he defines substance has a stuff of 
which a thing is made, the material it is 
made out of ( Omoregbe, 1991: p. 5 ). 
Spinoza sees substance as “that which is 
in itself and conceived through itself, 
that is, the concept of which it ought to 
be formed” (Broad, 1995: p. B7). Aris¬ 
totle states that “substance in the most 
genuine and essential and most distinct 
feeling of the word is what is neither 
predicable of subject nor show in a sub¬ 
ject, for example, the individual man or 
steed” (The Encyclopedia of 
Philosophy: 36 ). Substance along these 
lines implies what constitutes the par¬ 
ticular way of a thing. In this sense, it is 
the righteousness of which a thing is, 
the thing that it is, as unmistakable from 


different things or from its qualities. In 
philosophy there are physical substanc¬ 
es as well as metaphysical substance. 
These physical substantial entities are 
things as a piece of wood, a dog, a man 
a house, a tree, or a mountain etc. This 
view are been held by the realist. Natu¬ 
rally, physical substance has the accom¬ 
panying six essential attributes. Initial, a 
physical item can exist unperceived, or 
possibly, does not exist in righteousness 
of its being perceived. Second, a physi¬ 
cal article involves or is in space. Third, 
a physical item completely is not situat¬ 
ed in two spots on the double. Fourth, a 
physical question perhaps moves. Fifth, 
if a physical article is noticeable by any 
stretch of the imagination, then it has 
sensible components, is freely recog¬ 
nizable, and is detectable by more than 
one tactile methodology. Sixth parts 
which form a compound physical article 
have solidarity in ethicalness of their 
instantiating a suitable binding together 
causal connection. Along these lines, a 
physical article can be made or pulver¬ 
ized by get together or dismantling 
(with the exception of on account of 
major particles, which can’t be physi¬ 
cally partitioned). The idealist sees sub¬ 
stance differently, they believe that sub¬ 
stance is not something that can be seen, 
destroyed or stop to exist. In this case 
substance is something metaphysical, 
for instance a dog can died and cease to 
exist, but the real essence of a dog: the 
dogness of a dog, still survives. Same as 
to man, a man can cease to exist, but the 
real essence of a man, the manness of a 
man still survives. Human being is sig¬ 
nificant beings of physical sort. Be that 
as it may, humans also contain meta¬ 
physical substance. As we comprehend 
the idea of a spirit, a spirit is a nonphys- 
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ical entity. More particularly, a spirit is 
an unlocated substance which is fit for 
consciousness. Souls possibly exist; for 
as Descartes contended, a reasoning 
thing could judiciously question the 
presence of a physical world, while 
staying sure of its own presence. A sub¬ 
stance is durable implies that it contin¬ 
ues after some time. It perseveres. It 
might appear, or stop to exist (as in Ar¬ 
istotle), or it might be uncreated or in¬ 
destructible (as in Plato, Descartes, Spi¬ 
noza, or Leibniz), yet in any case, it has 
an augmented presence in time. A sub¬ 
stance as “divisible” implies that its 
presence is not subject to different 
things. It exists freely, and it can be iso¬ 
lated from different things that exist. A 
substance as “indistinguishable” implies 
that it has a character, in which it is an 
indistinguishable thing from itself, or in 
which it has a way of life as the indi¬ 
vidual from a specific kind—the same 
as it persists after some time or as it is 
isolated from different things. 

3. Philosophical History of Sub¬ 
stance 

The idea of substance shifts with dif¬ 
ferent savants, reliant upon the school 
of thought to which they have a place. 
While the realists would build up a ma¬ 
terialistic idea of substance, the idealist 
would build up an otherworldly or ab¬ 
stract idea of substance. For the inten¬ 
sive going empiricist, since substance is 
not something that can be seen or 
touched, one would expect that it con¬ 
tain an abstract phenomenal, something 
not destroyable. The history of western 
philosophy began by asking the ques¬ 
tion, what the essential substance of 
thing in the universe? That is, what is 
the essential foundation of things in 
which everything in the world is made 


from? Thales was the first Greek phi¬ 
losopher who offered a reasonable clari¬ 
fication of the universe. To the inquiry: 
Thales contended that this essential sub¬ 
stance is water (Kett, 1942: p. 99). 
Consequently for Thales, water is the 
basic solidarity in all things. Anaximan¬ 
der held that the primordial substance, 
the essential stuff of which everything is 
made must be a nonpartisan component 
not the same as every one of the com¬ 
ponents we know: endless and uncer¬ 
tain. Anaximenes contended that the 
essential substance of the universe is air 
Anaximenes contended that the essen¬ 
tial substance of the universe is air 
( Classen, 1977 ). While for Heraclitus, 
the essential way of substance (all the 
truth) is change, for Parmenides, it is 
permanence (Omoregbe, 1991 ). Plato 
dismissed all realist endeavors to clarify 
what substance of things is made of. As 
indicated by Plato, the overseeing 
standards were “Forms” which have 
material articles (attributes) endeavored 
to duplicate. The forces of things he 
calls Forms are not in the physical 
realm but in the metaphysical realm 
while the attributes are things we see in 
our existential world. While assess¬ 
ments and specific things, he alludes to 
as unimportant shadows, reflections or 
impersonations of our present world 
(Carpenter, 2008 ). Aristotle is of the 
view that the way we know a thing 
gives us the significant piece of infor¬ 
mation about what we really mean by 
substance (Stumpf & Fieser, 2003: p. 
82 ). Aristotle said that we discuss sub¬ 
stance and its nine categories. In this 
sense, the expression “categories” al¬ 
lude to the predicates or the mishaps. 
He shows the different classes: 
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Each signifies either substance or 
quantity or qualification or a relative or 
where or when or being in a position or 
having or doing or being affected. To 
give a rough idea, ideas of substance are 
man, horse; of quantity: four foot, five 
foot; of qualification; white, grammati¬ 
cal; of a relative: double, half, larger; of 
where: in the Lyceum, in the market¬ 
place; of when: yesterday, last year; of 
being in a position: is-lying, is-sitting; 
of having: has-shoes-on, has-armour-on; 
of doing: cutting, burning; of being- 
affected: being-cut, being-bumt. 

( Aristotle, 1963: pp. Ib25-2a4 ) 

In essence of the above, any individ¬ 
ual substances are the subjects of prop¬ 
erties in the different classifications, and 
they can pick up and lose such proper¬ 
ties while themselves persevering. For 
example, taking Samuel for instance, 
we can clarify the nine categories of 
Aristotle as takes after: 

Substance—Samuel 
Quantity—Samuel is 10.5m tall 
Quality—Samuel is very cleaver 
Relation—Samuel is much better 
than Michele in music 

Place—Samuel is in a Church 
Time—Samuel was here yesterday 
State—Samuel is happy 
Action—Samuel is eating 
Position—Samuel is lying down 
Affection—Samuel is loved 
It is the conviction of Aristotle that 
for a thing to truly exist, it must be a 
substance and must have attribute(s) or 
properties. In this way, substance is said 
to be inherent and predicate of a thing 
which are extraneous. Aristotle is of the 
view that we know a thing better when 
we comprehend what its size, colour or 
deportment. Aristotle in this manner 
recognized vital and unplanned proper¬ 


ties of things. For instance, to say that a 
man has big ear is to depict something 
unplanned, since to be a human individ¬ 
ual it is not vital that a man ought to 
have big ears. In any case, it is crucial 
to my being that I am mortal. Hence¬ 
forth, for him, substance was essentially 
the individual: a “this” which, converse¬ 
ly with universals, is one of a kind to 
the person. The substance of the indi¬ 
vidual Aristotle called primary sub¬ 
stance. Plato’s substance, the universal 
essence of a thing, Aristotle called sec¬ 
ondary substance. So species and class 
are second substances. G. Patzig distin¬ 
guishes Aristotle’s substance as “that 
which is both itself a being among oth¬ 
ers and a principle and cause of being 
for all the being in other categories, 
qualities, quantities, relations and so on 
(Fadahunsi, 2004: p. 45 ). In the Cate¬ 
gories, Aristotle recognizes primary and 
secondary substances and makes it clear 
that primary substances are ontological- 
ly fundamental: “if the primary sub¬ 
stances did not exist it would be impos¬ 
sible for any of the other things to exist” 
(Gill, 2005: p. 228 ). By other things 
Aristotle implies the secondary sub¬ 
stances; this refers to the nine catego¬ 
ries— Quantity, Quality, Relation, 
Place etc. As cases of primary substanc¬ 
es Aristotle gives “the individual man” 
and “the individual stallion” (Gill, 
2005: p. 228 ). Secondary substances 
incorporate the species and general un¬ 
der which the essential substances fall, 
for example, man, horse, creature, and 
so forth (Gill, 2005: p. 228 ). Despite 
the fact that he doesn’t utilize the ex¬ 
pressions universal and particular in 
Categories, it is evident that Aristotle 
would consider primary substances par¬ 
ticulars and secondary substances as 
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universals. For he lets us know that 
primary substances are “not said of a 
subject” (Lewis, 1991), though sec¬ 
ondary substance, for example, man “is 
said of a subject, the individual man” 
(Lewis, 1991 ), and this complies with 
his meaning of “particular” as well as 
“universal”. Aristotle famously con¬ 
tends that every physical object is a 
compound of matter and form. Aristotle 
opines that form is predicated of matter. 
The type of man, for instance, is not 
predicated (basically) of both Socrates 
and Callias, what is universally predi¬ 
cated of both Socrates and Callias is the 
species man. Matter and form are re¬ 
quired to represent some sort of pro¬ 
gress. In any change, he claims that, 
there must be three things: 1) something 
which underlies and holds on through 
the change (matter); 2) a “privation”, 
which is one of a couple of contrary en¬ 
ergies, the other of which is 3) a form 
procured over the span of the change 
(Charlton, 1970). According to Mi¬ 
chael Wedin in an attempt to defend 
Aristotle’s theory of substance, he 
claimed that the primary substance in 
Metaphysics that is good with the phi¬ 
losophy of the Categories. Wedin con¬ 
tends convincingly that in Metaphysics 
Aristotle builds up an illustrative hy¬ 
pothesis of substance in which is the 
reason for being of substances in Cate¬ 
gories (Wedin, 2000 ). Amid the medie¬ 
val period Aquinas with other medieval 
scholars, have utilized the Aristotelian 
ideas of substance in articulating the 
religious philosophy of the Eucharist on 
the transubstantiation of bread and wine 
into the body and blood of Christ. As 
indicated by this custom, the event of 
the bread and wine don’t change, yet 
their substances change from bread and 


wine to the Body and Blood of Christ. 
Through the blend of a unique 
knowledge, St Thomas Aquinas made a 
commitment to the way of substance. 
Aquinas demonstrates that nature exists, 
since this is show to the faculties. In any 
case, he demonstrates that “in anything 
there must be something basic, primary 
and independent to account for the unity 
of that thing ... that which is the basic 
and independent source of a thing’s uni¬ 
ty and the ultimate subject of all predi¬ 
cation is substance” (McMall, 1967: p. 
767 ). St. Thomas recognized the crea¬ 
ture substance and the creative sub¬ 
stance. The creature substance is recog¬ 
nized from God as substance in that 
each limited substance has its presence 
as act in connection to which substance 
is strength, though just God is His sub¬ 
stance the same as His presence. God is 
an unadulterated being, an immaculate 
Act and all things considered there is no 
strength in him. Aquinas differently 
communicates the subject of metaphys¬ 
ics. Formulae include: ens commune, 
ens qua ens, and ens inquantum ens. 
Aquinas is on record as depicting the 
subject of metaphysics as far as its sepa¬ 
rateness from matter. 

However, even though the subject of 
this science [metaphysics] is being-in- 
general [ens commune], the whole sci¬ 
ence is said to concern what is separate 
from matter both in existence and in 
thought. For not only are those things 
called separate in existence and thought 
that can never exist in matter, like God 
and the intellectual substances, but also 
those that can be without matter, such as 
being-in-general? (Aquinas, 1961: p. 
5) 

Aquinas thinks metaphysics manages 
what is separate from matter both in 
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presence and in thought. The im¬ 
portance of this equation is clear from 
its subdivision. From one viewpoint, the 
different alludes to what is never a 
body. The cases are God and the blessed 
messengers. To put it plainly, this first 
sense alludes to otherworldly substanc¬ 
es. Then again, the different alludes to 
what can be separated from matter and 
also in matter. Cases incorporate ens 
cooperative and substance. A sign of 
this second sort of separateness is of¬ 
fered by this content: 

We say that being and substance are 
separate from matter and motion not 
because it is of their nature to be with¬ 
out them, as it is of the nature of ass to 
be without reason, but because it is not 
of their nature to be in matter and mo¬ 
tion, although sometimes they are in 
matter and motion as animal abstracts 
from reason, although some animals are 
rational ( Aquinas, 1963: p. 89 ). 

Subsequently, the separateness of ens 
is the explanation behind calling the 
science “metaphysics”: It is called met¬ 
aphysics because it considers being 
[ens] and its attendant properties; for 
these objects that go beyond physics are 
discovered by a process of analysis as 
the more universal is discovered after 
the less universal. I utilized the word 
here “immateriality” to assign the sepa¬ 
rateness from matter found in ens. Im¬ 
material only centers consideration up¬ 
on the capacity of the idea to be 
acknowledged separated from matter. 
Furthermore ens is not just acknowl¬ 
edged in spiritual things. Other than 
immateriality, the subject of metaphys¬ 
ics is set apart by composition. It is a 
composite shared trait. At Summa Con¬ 
tra Gentiles n, 54, Aquinas comments: 


It is therefore clear that com position 
of act and potentiality has greater exten¬ 
sion than that of form and matter. Thus, 
matter and form divide natural sub¬ 
stance, while potentiality and act divide 
common being [ens commune]. Accord¬ 
ingly, whatever follows upon potentiali¬ 
ty and act, as such, is common to both 
material and immaterial created sub¬ 
stances, as to receive and to be received, 
to perfect and to be perfected. Yet all 
that is proper to matter and form, as 
such, as to be generated and to be cor¬ 
rupted, and the like, are proper to mate¬ 
rial substances, and in no way belong to 
immaterial created substances 
( Aquinas, 1975: p. 185 ). 

The potency-act demonstration struc¬ 
ture has a more noteworthy augmenta¬ 
tion than the matter-form arrangement. 
The matter-form organization runs just 
through material substances. The inten¬ 
sity demonstration piece reaches out to 
immaterial made substances also. Aqui¬ 
nas distinguishes these components. 

there is in [intellectual and immateri¬ 
al] substances but one composition of 
act and potentiality, namely, the compo¬ 
sition of substance and be [substantia et 
esse], which by some is said to be of 
that which is [quod est] and being 
[esse], or of that which is and that by 
which a thing is. On other hand, in sub¬ 
stances composed of matter and form 
there is a twofold composition of act 
and potentiality: the first, of the sub¬ 
stance itself which is composed of mat¬ 
ter and form; the second, of the sub¬ 
stance thus composed, and being; and 
this composition also can be said to be 
of that which is and being, or of that 
which is and that by which a thing is 
( Aquinas, 1975: p. 157 ). 



Publishing History Journal // Volume 78, Issue 2, 2018 


The potency-act demonstration ar¬ 
rangement is normal to both material 
and immaterial things is the substance¬ 
being (esse) organization. Substance 
and being are coherence that in turn in¬ 
clude another intelligibity—that of ens 
commune itself. In this content, the im¬ 
materiality of ens lies particularly in its 
substantia segment. Ens is immaterial in 
light of the fact that substantia can be 
acknowledged as a matter-form compo¬ 
sition or as a form itself subsisting. In 
either case, notwithstanding, substantia 
is still made with esse. From the above, 
Aquinas depicts ens commune as an 
inmaterial shared trait as well as a com¬ 
posite shared trait. Ens commune is (1) 
a shared trait ready to be acknowledged 
separated from matter and additionally 
inside matter and (2) a shared character¬ 
istic made out of two standards, sub¬ 
stance and esse. Duns Scotus in his 
view of substance is, defines it that: 

Substance is proper to whatever it is 
substance of; nothing is contrary to it; it 
does not inhere; it is the primary being; 
it is primary with respect to causality, 
understanding, definition, perfection, 
predication and time; it is not genus or 
motion; it cannot be augmented nor di¬ 
minished; it is prior to the accidents but 
is perceived by means of the accidents 
( Yablo, 1992: p. 408). 

Amid the Modem Period, there de¬ 
veloped an extraordinary enthusiasm for 
the issue of substance. Descartes char¬ 
acterized substance as that which exists 
requiring nothing else to exist 10. Thus- 
ly, a substance is what exists all alone. 
He proposed three sorts of substances: 
God, mind and matter. Spinoza worked 
out the ramifications of this definition 
by Descartes. He presumes that the 
main substance is God, since it is just 


God that requires no other being than 
himself to exist. Whatever name Des¬ 
cartes provides for the three sorts of 
substances proposed by Descartes, Spi¬ 
noza contends that they are all the same 
names for God. Everything is parts of 
this one reality: matter and mind. Ac¬ 
cording to Spinoza, 

God, Nature and substance are three 
different names for the same reality. It 
is the totality of reality and it has infi¬ 
nite attributes although we know only 
two of them. These are spirit and matter 
and it is through these two attributes 
that we know it. All things are modifi¬ 
cations of this substance and are parts of 
it ( Stumpf & Fieser, 2003: p. 82 ). 

Spinoza denied Descartes “distinc¬ 
tion” between mind and matter. Sub¬ 
stance, as indicated by Spinoza, is one 
and unified, however has various “at¬ 
tributes”. In any case, “attribute” is “the 
thing that we consider as constituting 
the [single] embodiment of substance”. 
We may think about the single embod¬ 
iment of the one substance as material 
furthermore, reliably, as mental. Our 
world, together with everyone in it, is 
imminent in God: consequently the ac¬ 
claimed expression deus sive natura 
(“God, or Nature”). Spinoza, theory en¬ 
dures degeneration into polytheism 
( Cook, 2003: p. 560 ). Farabi’s discus¬ 
sion of substance can be found mainly 
in his commentary on Aristotle’s Cate¬ 
gories. He claimed that the structure of 
beings has a necessary character derived 
from the First being, whereby they all 
have within themselves some fragment 
of God and are comprehended by God’s 
knowledge of the world (Druart, 
1987 ). All beings below the heavenly 
bodies are composed of the two ele¬ 
ments of matter and form. Matter is the 
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first stuff and the foundation for form. It 
can exist in an imperfect manner with¬ 
out form and therefore is that whereby 
substance is in potency. Matter has no 
opposite or substratum, but itself is the 
substratum for all changes (Druart, 
1987 ). Form is the active element of 
being as is marked by the arrangement 
of heavenly bodies. It is the act of a 
substance but can endure only in matter. 
The hierarchy of forms depends upon 
how distant a body, which is a mixture 
of elements, is from the sphere of these 
materials. He also used Aristotle theory 
of substance to explain his epistemolo¬ 
gy and political postulations. The intel¬ 
lect as for al-Farabi is an otherworldly 
substance that is partitioned, extraordi¬ 
nary, and is the proficient motivation of 
human knowledge ( Druart, 1987 ). The 
completely realized intellect has every 
single subjective form and all the in¬ 
formation that man can accomplish. It 
turns into an unadulterated form that has 
an indistinguishable rank from other 
intellectual substances in the pecking 
order of beings, together with the active 
intellect, it is of the same similar genus. 
Regarding this, it might mull over not 
just itself and the beforehand gained 
forms in insightfulness information, 
however, it might likewise ponder the 
dynamic mind and other separate oth¬ 
erworldly substances ( Druart, 1987 ). 
Leibniz comprehended substance in 
atomic structure. All that he contends is 
constituted by monads. What’s more, 
monad, he characterizes as a straight¬ 
forward substance—the littlest joins of 
which everything is made. They are in¬ 
dependent (without connection with dif¬ 
ferent monads) and otherworldly ele¬ 
ments and in that capacity, since they 
constitute everything, then all truths are 


profound. With Leibniz, philosophy 
takes an idealistic turn ( Russell, 2008 ). 

Leibniz contended that the genuinely 
straightforward substances are the mon¬ 
ads which he alluded to as “the genuine 
particles of nature” or “the components 
of things”. In opposition to particles 
which are seen as outer bodies, Leibniz 
saw monads as strengths or energies 
which are supernatural focuses. Every 
monad is independent, without connec¬ 
tion with whatever other monad. Each 
of them is the subject of a few predi¬ 
cates. He keeps up that everything is at 
last otherworldly since the substances 
with which they are formed are pro¬ 
found elements. In such manner, Fred¬ 
erick Copleston relates: “Every sub¬ 
stance or monad is the guideline and 
wellspring of its exercises: it is not 
dormant but rather has an internal incli¬ 
nation to movement and self- 
improvement. Drive, vitality, action are 
of the embodiment of substance” 
(Copleston, 2003: p. 298 ). For Locke, 
a substance is that part of an individual 
thing in which its properties is in here. 
Samuel Stumpf pointed out that Locke 
moved closer the subject of substance 
from the judgment aptitudes viewpoint 
(Stumpf & Fieser, 2003: p. 256 ). De¬ 
spite the way that Locke looks at the 
theme of substance from the routine 
viewpoint, he was not prepared to an¬ 
swer the question with exactness. He 
yielded that if any one dissects himself 
concerning his considered faultless sub¬ 
stance when all is said and done, he will 
find he has not considered everything, 
with the exception of supposition of the 
fact the he knows not what support such 
qualities which are making direct im¬ 
pression on us (Stumpf & Fieser, 2003: 
p. 256 ). Locke keeps up that substance 
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constitutes the dissent of fragile learn¬ 
ing. This leads him to say that the like¬ 
lihood of substance is “something we 
kn ow not what” (Locke, 1824). It is 
suitable to note here that when Locke 
discusses substance he doesn’t mean 
anything other than material substance 
( Omoregbe, 1996: p. 21 ). Since we can 
just watch a thing’s properties, its sub¬ 
stance is mysterious. John Locke’s 
opine beneath 

The idea that we have, to which we 
give the general name substance, being 
nothing but the supposed, but unknown, 
support of those qualities we find exist¬ 
ing, which we imagine cannot subsist 
sine re substante, without something to 
support them, we call that support 
substantia (Broackes, 2006: p. 135 ). 

While Berkeley rejects Locke’s ma¬ 
terial substance as conflicting with the 
empiricist position, he proposes an oth¬ 
erworldly sort of substance which is 
spirits. We think about the presence of 
our own soul through instinct and that 
of different spirits by inference 
(Pappas, 1999: p. 133). This regard¬ 
less, neither Locke nor Berkeley is pre¬ 
dictable with the empiricist guideline. 
David Hume, an exhaustive going em¬ 
piricist, prevents the presence from 
claiming the material and profound sub¬ 
stance of Locke and Berkeley, In David 
Hume’s framework, impressions and 
thoughts are the substances, for the 
same reason. Hume, in the Treatise, our 
knowledge in substance is the conse¬ 
quence of a mix-up or deception. 

When we gradually follow an object 
in its successive changes, the smooth 
progress of the thought makes us as¬ 
cribe an identity to the succes¬ 
sion... When we compare its situation 
after a considerable change the progress 


of the thought is broken; and conse¬ 
quently we are presented with the idea 
of diversity: In order to reconcile which 
contradictions, the imagination is apt to 
feign something unknown and invisible, 
which it supposes to continue the same 
under all these variations; and this unin¬ 
telligible something it calls a substance, 
or original and first matter (Hume, 
1978: p. 220). 

The experiences which gave ascend, 
through our inclination, to our mixed up 
conviction (in, for instance, substance 
or causation) are displayed as what our 
conviction truly confirms. That is, the 
exact reason for what Hume regards to 
be an illusion, is reinterpreted as the re¬ 
ductive record of an object. Causation 
hence display consistent conjunction, or 
substance a name for a bundle of prop¬ 
erties composed absolutely. John 
Locke’s thinking that substance as 
“something we know not what” and 
David Hume idea lead to bundle theory. 
Bundle theory is the ontological hy¬ 
pothesis about object hood in which a 
subject comprises just of an accumula¬ 
tion (package) of properties or relations 
(O’Leary-Hawthorne, 1995: p. 194). 
As per bundle hypothesis, a protest 
comprises of its properties and nothing 
more: in this manner neither can there 
be a question without properties nor 
would one be able to try and consider 
such a protest; for instance, package 
hypothesis asserts that reasoning of an 
apple propels one likewise to think 
about its shading, its shape, the way that 
it is a sort of natural product, its cells, 
its taste, or if nothing else one other of 
its properties (Ehring, 2001 ). Kant 
talks about things-in-themselves and 
things-as-they appear-to-us. Substances 
are things-in- themselves. Kant con- 
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tends like Locke in saying that they 
can’t be known. Pretty much as Locke’s 
position on substance is conflicting with 
his empiricist position, Kant’s things-in- 
themselves is conflicting with his Co- 
pernican revolution (Kohl, 2015: p. 
95 ). 

Aristotle distinction amongst primary 
and secondary substance has driven 
scholars in recent years to discuss Aris¬ 
totle’s ‘two frameworks’, containing 
originations of substance (Graham, 
1987 ). In the prior, Categories, sub¬ 
stances are just people; in the later work 
Metaphysics, they are edifices of form 
and matter. Aristotle, be that as it may, 
picks the form as more paradigmatically 
substance. This has confused a few ob¬ 
servers. Wiggins for instance, feels that 
the adjustment in tenet amongst Catego¬ 
ries and Metaphysics is completely un¬ 
helpful (Wiggins, 1998: p. 232ff). The 
decision of form as substance causes 
perplexity on the grounds that the form 
is by all accounts a general and similar 
to the secondary substance, thus not the 
most fundamental instance of substance. 
Be that as it may, whether considerable 
structures are universals in Aristotle is a 
dubious issue. In using an analogy of a 
Dog named Fido, Irwin differ about 
whether the doghood that is in Fido is 
best viewed as the secondary (Univer¬ 
sals), or as the specific case of the gen¬ 
eral doghood (Irwin, 1988 ). On this 
view, the most perspicuous method with 
respect to the individual (primary) sub¬ 
stance is not as the composite of shape 
and matter but rather as the form indi¬ 
vidualized in the matter. The matter is 
still a vital segment in the substance, 
however not, as an equivalent figure 
with the shape, but force for which the 
form turns into an individual substance. 


It is clear that in the event in which one 
holds that Aristotle feels that forms are 
universals, then forms are not sub¬ 
stance, because he had criticized Plato 
saying forms are not universal 
(Robinson, 2014). One of Aristotle 
observers Whitehead’s (1931) criticizes 
Aristotle notion of substance in the lens 
of Descartes substance. Whitehead’s 
opine that. 

The true point of divergence is the 
false notion suggested by the contrast 
between the natural meanings of the 
words ‘particular’ and ‘universal’. ... 
And when we conceive of substance, 
we merely conceive an existent thing 
which requires nothing but itself in or¬ 
der to exist. This definition is a true de¬ 
rivative from Aristotle’s definition: A 
primary substance is “neither asserted 
of a subject nor present in a subject 
(Whitehead, 1978 ). 

Whitehead also draws ethical signifi¬ 
cance from this, as Hartshome claimed. 
For if each person is self-sufficient to 
himself and intrinsically independent of 
all others, have we not a prescription for 
selfishness and self-centeredness? In 
Hartshorne words: 

All genuine interests and purposes 
transcend the mere self. Egoism rests on 
a superstitious absolutizing of self- 
identity and consequent absolutizing of 
nonidentity with other persons... White- 
head once humorously summed up the 
ethical objection to substance theories 
by remarking, “I sometimes think that 
all modem immorality is produced by 
Aristotle’s theory of substance.” 
(Hartshome, 1970: p. 72 ) 

Notwithstanding this obvious inher¬ 
ent separateness of Aristotelian sub¬ 
stance, Whitehead was pestered by what 
he took to be their static nature. He con- 
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sidered Aristotle’s “substances” as stol¬ 
idly, immutably, persisting through 
time, while obtaining or losing different 
unplanned qualities. This is the impres¬ 
sion he got from Aristotle’s Categories. 
This lead Whitehead to coin the phrase 
“undifferentiated endurance”. White- 
head claim that the impact of Aristoteli¬ 
an subject-predicate rationale, and a 
rushed misconstrue of what is given 
during sense encounter is in his words 
“The baseless metaphysical doctrine of 
‘undifferentiated endurance’ is a subor¬ 
dinate derivative from the misapprehen¬ 
sion of the proper character of the ex¬ 
tensive scheme” (Leclerc, 1953: p. 
225 ). John Ackrill also pointed out the 
strain between the two Aristotle origina¬ 
tions of matter and its connection to 
form. On one origination, the connec¬ 
tion among form and matter is inci¬ 
dental, while on the other the connec¬ 
tion is essential. The essential connec¬ 
tion is conspicuous in Aristotle’s exam¬ 
inations of the living things ( Aristotle, 
1956: Z.10, 1035b24-25 ). A hand iso¬ 
lated from the entire body just bears the 
name hand, but it can no longer play out 
its capacity. Furthermore, what is valid 
for material parts exclusively is valid 
for the entire body (Nussbaum & 
Amelie, 1992: pp. 412bl7-25). A hu¬ 
man cadaver is not a human body when 
the soul has evacuated: this is to say that 
the natural matter is obliterating when 
accommodating the two thoughts re¬ 
garding matter, in Aristotle’s writings. 
In the wake of taking a gander at the 
brief history of Substance from the old 
time of Philosophy to the current time 
frame we can see that they have been 
clashing. For this paper will be will 
characterize the term substances has any 
given philosophical framework are 


those things which, as per that frame¬ 
work, are the foundational or central 
elements of reality. 

4. What Are Attributes 

The expression “attribute”, originate 
from the Latin word “to” and tribuere 
“ascribe”, alludes to what belong to a 
thing. Subsequently an attribute is what 
is appropriate to a thing: its vital proper¬ 
ty. In metaphysics an attribute is what is 
vital to a spiritual and physical sub¬ 
stance, that which communicates the 
way of a thing, or that without which a 
thing is unimaginable. Substance can be 
said to have properties (Thomas, 
1999 ). Substance, be that as it may, has 
an interminable property or “essence” 
as some scholars will call it 16. In that 
capacity, an attribute suggests funda¬ 
mentally a connection to some sub¬ 
stance of which it is a viewpoint or a 
component in its origination. Attributes 
can likewise be said to inhere in their 
substance. Descartes opined Attribute 
has the guideline property which consti¬ 
tutes its tendency and substance, and to 
which all its different properties are al¬ 
luded ( Kirkeboen, 2001 ). Spinoza also 
defines the term “attribute” as, what the 
intellect perceives of substance as con¬ 
stituting its essence ( Kirkeboen, 2001 ). 
For instance for Descartes, the attribute 
of the mind is thinking, doubting. At¬ 
tributes is also at the very heart of Spi¬ 
noza’s metaphysics. For him they em¬ 
power us to comprehend and discuss an 
augmented world and a reasoning world 
as far as which we comprehend bodies 
and brains. In their attempt to answer 
the problem, thinkers have taken after 
two great inclinations. Some have pre¬ 
cluded the objectivity by claiming that 
attribute can exist independently; others 
have made it subjective, claiming it is 
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impossible. Aristotle comprehensively 
recognizes substance and attributes. Ar¬ 
istotle attempted to separate between a 
substance and its attribute with this in 
the sentence: “The house is red”, the 
subject of the sentence “the house” al¬ 
ludes to an individual thing, a sub¬ 
stance; and the predicate of the sentence 
“is red” alludes to the attribute of the 
substance. Along these lines an essential 
substance as subject is linguistically 
recognized from its properties as de¬ 
scriptor which “is available in and pred¬ 
icable of a subject”. Secondary sub¬ 
stances are communicated by all inclu¬ 
sive terms, things, and by its definition; 
it is not present in a subject but rather is 
predicable of it. 

5. Substance-Attribute Theory and 
Its Problem 

Substance-attribute hypothesis is an 
ontological hypothesis about 
objecthood, placing that a substance is 
particular from its attributes. A thing-in- 
itself is a property-carrier that must be 
recognized from the properties it bears 
(attributes), (Lin, 2006: p. 151 ). Having 
this as a main priority one could pose 
fundamental inquiries. What is the rela¬ 
tionship amongst substances and attrib¬ 
ute? Is it feasible for there to exist one 
perspective without the other? In the 
event that “substance” is an element 
which exists in a manner that it needs 
no other element so as to exist then of 
what use is its attributes? These are a 
portion of the inquiries to address here. 
Descartes have estimated that it is feasi¬ 
ble for a substance to exist with no other 
thing. Be that as it may, when we pose a 
question of what is real. Are dream ob¬ 
ject genuine, in the route in which un¬ 
mistakable substances, for example, 
seats and trees are? Are numbers genu¬ 


ine? Alternately would it be a good idea 
for them to be depicted as close to re¬ 
flections? Is the tallness of a man a real¬ 
ity in the same sense in which he is a 
reality, or is it only a part of something 
more concrete, a minor quality that has 
subsidiary as opposed to significant be¬ 
ing and couldn’t exist with the excep¬ 
tion of as ascribed to something else? 
This inquiry is some way or another 
troublesome, however numerous meta¬ 
physicians have related thoughts of sub¬ 
stance, quality, and connection; they 
have contended that lone what is signif¬ 
icant genuinely exists, albeit each sub¬ 
stance has qualities and stands in con¬ 
nection to different substances. Along 
these lines, a tree is tall and it’s deci¬ 
sively 50 yards north of that wall. Trou¬ 
bles start, when illustrations like these 
are considered important. Expect for the 
minute that an individual tree what may 
be known as a solid existent fits the bill 
for the title of substance; it is only the 
kind of thing that has qualities and 
stands in relations. Unless there were 
substances in this sense, no attributes 
could be genuine: the tallness of the tree 
would not exist unless the tree existed. 
The inquiry can now be raised what the 
tree would be in the event that it were 
denied of every one of its qualities and 
remained in no relations. The idea of a 
substance in this kind of transcendental¬ 
ism is that of a thing that exists without 
anyone else’s input, aside from any as¬ 
cribes it might happen to have; the trou¬ 
ble with this thought is to know how to 
apply it. Any solid thing one chooses to 
embody the idea of substance turns out 
practically speaking to answer a specific 
portrayal; this implies in actuality that it 
can’t be talked about separated from its 
attributes. It in this manner, substances 
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are not any more essential creatures 
than are qualities and relations; without 
the previous one couldn’t have the last 
mentioned, however similarly without 
the last one couldn’t have the previous. 
This negate Descartes demonstrate and 
the bundle theory hypothesis. 
Ibuanyidanda tries to give a solution to 
the problem of substance and accident. 

Prof Innocent I. Asouzu uses the Ig- 
bo philosophy and word Ibuanyidanda 
(complementarity) as the new ontologi¬ 
cal skyline around which he elucidates 
the thought of being ( Asouzu, 2007 ). 
Inside this skyline, he assigns being as 
that because of which anything that ex¬ 
ist serves a missing connection of reali¬ 
ty. The word Ibuanyidanda is a joined 
word made up of three sections: Ibu 
which signify “Load or Task”; Anyi 
significance not difficult for, and 
Danda, types of ants. This idea 
Ibuanyidanda draws its motivation from 
the teachings of conventional Igbo ra¬ 
tionalists of the corresponding arrange¬ 
ment of thought. For the customary Ig¬ 
bo “danda” (ants) can surmount the 
most troublesome difficulties if and just 
in the event that they work in a sym- 
phonious integral brought together 
manner. Prof. Asouzu posits that “when 
we say Ibuanyidanda, we are making 
recourse to such an ontological state of 
mutual service in complementarity as 
the horizon of our reflection (Asouzu, 
2007 ). In this way, the possibility of 
truth in Ibuanyidanda rises above our 
individual encounters to our aggregate 
examination. Thus, a thing can be said 
to be in the event that it has the ability 
to be gotten a handle inside the structure 
of shared integral relationship of all ex¬ 
istent substances. Asouzu’s 
Ibuanyidanda thought trusts that every¬ 


thing about philosophy needs to manage 
the mentality or mien with which we 
grasp reality. In its various methods of 
doing philosophy, beyond attempting to 
comprehend and clarify reality looks to 
inculcate the right sort of attitude or 
manner in our association with the 
world. Aristotle perspective of philoso¬ 
phy of essence has attempted to draw a 
refinement amongst substance and at¬ 
tributes, this has additionally influenced 
large portions of western philosophers 
thinking. In Aristotle word as “if these 
are not substance, there is no substance 
and no being by any means; for the 
mishaps of these it can’t be on the right 
track to call beings” (Dambock, 2012: 
p. 693 ). This point out what Stegmuller 
perceives when he opines that in em¬ 
bracing a fanatics stand against meta¬ 
physics, positivism likewise had dis¬ 
covered its way on the way of irration¬ 
alism, trusting in light of the fact that it 
trusted that it can get away from the is¬ 
sue postured by transcendentalism 
(Dambock, 2012). This kind of irra¬ 
tionalism is entirely unavoidable for any 
theory of essence that gives careful con¬ 
sideration to one and only part of reali¬ 
ty. To this Asouzu further places that 

Generally, fidelity to Aristotle’s met¬ 
aphysics has resulted in the tendency to 
see reality as something disjointed, bi¬ 
furcated and polarised; where what is 
essential or substantial is easily equated 
with what is superior, whereas what is 
accidental is equated with what is infe¬ 
rior and inconsequential (Asouzu, 
2011: p. 43). 

Asouzu reprimands Aristotle’s “theo¬ 
ry of substance” as giving in amazing 
types of, absolutism, which is the piece 
of philosophical universality, which 
looks to reject parts of reality from its 
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thought. Other than this clearly most 
mystical course readings, utilized as a 
part of instructing for quite a long time, 
for instance, have subscribed to Aristo¬ 
tle’s radical qualification between “em¬ 
bodiment” or “substance” and “mis¬ 
chances”. Consequently, they subscribe 
generally likewise to Aristotle’s show¬ 
ing that substance or quintessence does 
not require mishaps (qualities) to sub¬ 
sist, though mischances need substances 
on which they inhere. It is fascinating to 
note, that most disputes in Western ra¬ 
tionality, in assorted appearances, spin 
around the relationship of substance 
(quintessence) to mishaps. Since a rea¬ 
soning of quintessence invalidates the 
characteristic common corresponding 
reliance between all existent substances, 
it effectively controls a course of irra¬ 
tionalism. Prof Asouzu opine that “eve¬ 
rything that exist serves as a missing 
connection to reality” ( Asouzu, 2007 ), 
this infers we ought not see a part of 
reality more vital than alternate as two 
or more things exist to serve one anoth¬ 
er and are not independent. The sugges¬ 
tion for this is that taking a gander at the 
part of substance and attributes, both 
essentially go together, there is no re¬ 
quirement for us distinction between 
this two. On the off chance that we 
comprehend that we can’t kn ow sub¬ 
stance without its qualities same as we 
can’t know property without its sub¬ 
stance, then we would spare our self 
from much counter-intuitive philosoph¬ 
ical contention. 


Conclusion 

This paper has had the ability to re¬ 
veal the issue of substance and attribute 
from its root. It starts with the point of 
what substance and attribute are. These 
questions are hard to reply in the midst 
of irregularity and differences from var¬ 
ious researchers who have opined and 
estimated on this topic. The possibility 
of a substance by some metaphysicians 
is that of a thing that exists without 
whatever else connected to it, aside 
from any attributes it might happen to 
have; the trouble with this recognition is 
on the utilization of this contention. My 
position is that any solid thing one 
chooses to represent the thought of sub¬ 
stance turns out practically speaking to 
answer a specific portrayal; this implies 
essentially that it can’t be discussed 
separately from its attributes. It in this 
way rises that substances are not any 
more essential creatures than are quali¬ 
ties and relations; without the previous 
one couldn’t have the last mentioned, 
yet similarly without the last one 
couldn’t have the previous. These ne¬ 
gate Descartes and the group scholar 
positions. Ibuanyidanda (complemen- 
tarily) philosophy has advised us that 
for anything to exist it must serve as a 
missing connection of reality. Things 
can just exist in shared compliment in 
each other. On account of substance and 
attributes it is unnecessary in attempting 
to make a polarity between them, as one 
can’t exist without alternate as Asouzu 
philosophy calls attention to. 
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